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PER CURI AM

Calvin Huffstetler pled guilty to possession of afirearm
and amunition by a convicted felon in violation of 18 U S. C
88 922(9g)(1), 924(a)(2), 924(e) (2000), and was sentenced to one-
hundr ed-ei ghty nmonths in prison, followed by a five-year period of
supervi sed rel ease. On appeal Huffstetler’s counsel filed a brief

in accordance with Anders v. California, 386 U S. 738 (1967)

asserting that there are no neritorious issues for appeal, but
questioning whether the district court erred in determning
Huf f stetl er was an Arnmed Career Crimnal and sentencing himto the
mandatory mninmum sentence of 180 nonths of inprisonnent.
Huf f stetl er was advised of his right to file a pro se suppl enenta
brief, but did not file a brief. The Governnment waived the filing
of a brief. In accordance with Anders, we have considered the
Appellant’s brief and exam ned the entire record for neritorious
issues. Finding no error, we affirm

Huf fstetler’s counsel challenges the district court’s
reliance on his prior conviction for attenpted second degree
burglary of a storage shed in South Carolina in 1992 to classify
himas an Arnmed Career Crimnal under 18 U S.C. § 924(e).

Because Huffstetler pled guilty to the indictnent,
including the special finding that he committed the offense
“subsequent to sustaining at | east three convictions for a crinme of

viol ence, which were commtted on occasions different from one



another, in violation of Title 18, United States Code, Section
924(e),” and he does not challenge his conviction or the
vol untariness of his plea, we find Huffstetler’s challenge to the
district court sentencing him as an Arnmed Career Crimnal
meritless.

Finding no neritorious issues upon our review of the
record, we affirm Huffstetler’s conviction and sentence. Thi s
court requires that counsel informhis client, in witing, of his
right to petition the Suprene Court of the United States for
further review If the client requests that a petition be filed,
but counsel believes that such a petition would be frivol ous, then
counsel nmay nove in this court for leave to wthdraw from
representation. Counsel’s notion nust state that a copy thereof
was served on the client. W dispense with oral argunent because
the facts and |egal contentions are adequately presented in the
materials before the court and argunment would not aid the
deci si onal process.
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